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in triplicate copies to the FAA at the 
following address: Mr. G. Thomas 
Wade, Federal Aviation Administration, 
Southwest Region, Airports Division, 
Planning and Programming Branch, 
ASW–611; Fort Worth, Texas 76193–
0610. 

In addition, one copy of any 
comments submitted to the FAA must 
be mailed or delivered to Mr. Davis 
Dickson, Manager of Tyler Pounds 
Regional Airport at the following 
address: Airport Manager, Tyler Pounds 
Regional Airport, 700 Skyway Blvd., 
Suite 201, Tyler, TX 75704. 

Air carriers and foreign air carriers 
may submit copies of the written 
comments previously provided to the 
Airport under § 158.23 of Part 158.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
G. Thomas Wade, Federal Aviation 
Administration, Southwest Region, 
Airports Division, Planning and 
Programming Branch, ASW–611, Fort 
Worth, Texas 76193–0610, (817) 222–
5613. 

This application may be reviewed in 
person at this same location.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FAA 
proposes to rule and invites public 
comment on the application to impose 
and use the revenue from a PFC at Tyler 
Pounds Regional Airport under the 
provisions of the Aviation Safety and 
Capacity Expansion Act of 1990 (Title 
IX of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1990) (Pub. L. 
101–508) and Part 158 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 158).

On December 23, 2002 the FAA 
determined that the application to 
impose and use the revenue from a PFC 
submitted by the Airport was 
substantially complete within the 
requirements of § 158.25 of Part 158. 
The FAA will approve or disapprove the 
application, in whole or in part, no later 
than April 15, 2003. 

The following is a brief overview of 
the application. 

Level of the proposed PFC: $4.50. 
Proposed charge effective date: April 

1, 2008. 
Proposed charge expiration date: 

February 1, 2017. 
Total estimated PFC revenue: 

$2,140,662. 
PFC application number: 03–04–C–

00–TYR. 
Brief description of proposed 

project(s): 

Projects To Impose and Use PFC’s 
1. Acquire and Install One Passenger 

Loading Bridge 
2. Construct Terminal Apron and 

Security Fencing 
3. Terminal Site Clearing and Utility 

Site Preparation 

4. Construct Terminal Building 
5. Seal Coat Runway 4/22
6. PFC Application and Administrative 

Fees 
Proposed class or classes of air 

carriers to be exempted from collecting 
PFC’s: None. 

Any person may inspect the 
application in person a the FAA office 
listed above under FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT and at the FAA 
regional Airports office located at: 
Federal Aviation Administration, 
Southwest Region, Airports Division, 
Planning and Programming Branch, 
ASW–610, 2601 Meacham Blvd., Fort 
Worth, Texas 76137–4298. 

In addition, any person may, upon 
request, inspect the application, notice 
and other documents germane to the 
application in person at Tyler Pounds 
Regional Airport.

Issued in Fort Worth, Texas on December 
24, 2002. 
Joseph G. Washington, 
Acting Manager, Airports Division.
[FR Doc. 03–655 Filed 1–10–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–13–M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration 

Draft Programmatic 4(f) Evaluation and 
Approval for Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Projects That 
Necessitate the Use of Bridges Over 
the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) Listed or Eligible New York 
State Canal System (Historic Canal 
System) 

This statement sets forth the basis for 
a programmatic section 4(f) evaluation 
and approval that there are no feasible 
and prudent alternatives to the use of 
bridges eligible for or listed on the 
NRHP (Historic Bridges) over the 
Historic Canal System to be replaced 
with Federal transportation funds and 
that the projects include all possible 
planning to minimize harm resulting 
from such use. This programmatic 4(f) 
evaluation satisfies the requirements of 
section 4(f) for all projects that meet the 
applicability criteria listed below. No 
individual section 4(f) evaluation needs 
to be prepared for such projects. This 
approval is made pursuant to section 
4(f) of the Department of Transportation 
Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. 303, and section 
18(a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1968, 23 U.S.C. 138. 

Use 

This programmatic 4(f) evaluation is 
to be used in conjunction with 36 CFR 
part 800 Programmatic Agreement for 

Bridges over the New York State Canal 
System (Canal Agreement) executed 
April 16, 2001. The Canal Agreement 
satisfies the section 106 requirements 
for canal bridge projects developed and 
agreed to be the FHWA, the New York 
State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the 
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP). The evaluation of 
alternatives and documentation 
prepared for the section 106 process 
shall be used as the basis for the FHWA 
finding that there are no prudent and 
feasible alternatives to the use of the 
affected bridge on the Historic Canal 
System. 

The resources covered by this 
programmatic section 4(f) evaluation 
include Historic Bridges which are 
eligible for the NHRP as contributing 
elements to the Historic Canal System. 
Though these Historic Bridges are on 
the Historic Canal System, they must 
perform as an integral part of a modern 
transportation system. When they do 
not or cannot, they must be replaced in 
order to assure public safety while 
maintaining system continuity and 
integrity. For the purpose of this 
programmatic section 4(f) evaluation, a 
proposed action will constitute a ‘‘use’’ 
of a Historic Bridge that is on the 
Historic Canal System when the action 
will have an adverse effect as applied by 
the requirements of section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act and 
36 CFR part 800. Rehabilitation of a 
Historic Bridge will rarely constitute an 
adverse effect on the Historic Canal 
System. 

Applicability 
This programmatic section 4(f) 

evaluation may be applied by the 
FHWA to projects or approvals which 
meet the following criteria: 

1. The Historic Bridge is to be 
replaced or rehabilitated with Federal 
funds. 

2. The project will require the use of 
a Historic Bridge that is on the Historic 
Canal System. 

3. The project will have an adverse 
effect on Historic Bridges and/or the 
Historic Canal System. 

4. The bridge is not a National 
Historic Landmark. 

5. The project will not impact any 
areas of archaeological sensitivity that 
have the potential to yield sites 
containing important research 
information. If a site exists, it does not 
warrant preservation in place as: (1) It 
is not considered valuable for its 
permanent in-situ public interpretive 
value, (2) the technology exists for 
satisfactory data recovery (even if data 

VerDate Dec<13>2002 22:01 Jan 10, 2003 Jkt 200001 PO 00000 Frm 00064 Fmt 4703 Sfmt 4703 E:\FR\FM\13JAN1.SGM 13JAN1



1653Federal Register / Vol. 68, No. 8 / Monday, January 13, 2003 / Notices 

recovery is not determined appropriate 
treatment at this time, (3) the site has no 
traditional cultural significance to 
Indian tribes, and (4) the site does not 
contain or is unlikely to contain human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects 
or items of cultural patrimony as 
defined by the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990. 

6. The FHWA Division Administrator 
determines that the facts of the project 
match those set forth in the sections of 
this document labeled Alternatives, 
Findings, and Measures to Minimize 
Harm. 

7. Agreement among the FHWA, 
NYSDOT, the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the 
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) has been reached 
through the Programmatic Agreement 
for Historic Bridges over the Historic 
Canal System or individually through 
procedures pursuant to section 106 of 
the NHPA. 

Alternatives 

The following alternatives avoid any 
use of the historic resource: 

1. Do nothing. 
2. Replacement of the same design 

type (i.e., build a new truss bridge to 
replace a truss bridge that is not 
individually eligible on the NRHP.) 

3. Build a new structure at a different 
location without affecting the integrity 
of the Historic Bridge, or the Historic 
Canal System as determined by the 
Canal Agreement or procedures 
individually implementing the NHPA.

4. Rehabilitation, including minor 
widening, of an existing bridge without 
affecting its visual characterization from 
the shore and the canal. 

5. Removal of a bridge that does not 
contribute to the Historic Canal System. 

6. Sale or transfer of ownership of a 
Historic Bridge with covenant to retain 
its character. 

7. Rehabilitation of an individually 
eligible Historic Bridge without 
affecting the historic integrity of the 
bridge or of the Historic Canal System, 
as determined by the Canal Agreement 
or procedures individually 
implementing the NHPA. 

This list is intended to be all-
inclusive. The programmatic section 4(f) 
evaluation does not apply if a 
reasonable alternative is identified that 
is not discussed in this document. The 
project record must clearly demonstrate 
that each of the above alternatives was 
fully evaluated and it must further 
demonstrate that all applicability 
criteria listed above were met before the 
FHWA Division Administrator 
concluded that the programmatic 

section 4(f) evaluation applied to the 
project. 

Findings 
In order for this programmatic section 

4(f) evaluation to be applied to a project, 
each of the following findings must be 
supported by the circumstances, 
studies, and consultations on the 
project: 

1. Do Nothing. The do nothing 
alternative has been studied. The do 
nothing alternative ignores the basic 
transportation need. For the following 
reasons this alternative is not feasible 
and prudent: 

a. Maintenance—The do nothing 
alternative does not correct the situation 
that causes the Historic Bridge to be 
considered structurally deficient or 
deteriorated. These deficiencies can 
lead to sudden collapse and potential 
injury or loss of life. Normal 
maintenance is not considered adequate 
to cope with the situation. 

b. Safety—The do nothing alternative 
does not correct the situation that 
causes the Historic Bridge to be 
considered deficient. Because of these 
deficiencies the bridge poses serious 
and unacceptable safety hazards to the 
traveling public or places intolerable 
restriction on transport and travel. 

2. Build on New Location Without 
Using the Historic Bridge. Investigations 
have been conducted to construct a 
bridge on a new location or parallel to 
the Historic Bridge (allowing for a one-
way couplet), but for one or more of the 
following reasons, this alternative is not 
feasible and prudent: 

a. Terrain—The present bridge 
structure has already been located at the 
only feasible and prudent site, i.e., a gap 
in the land form, the narrowest point of 
the river canyon, etc. Construction of a 
new bridge at another site will result in 
extraordinary bridge and roadway 
approach costs, extraordinary difficulty 
of construction, and/or extraordinary 
disruption to established traffic 
patterns. 

b. Adverse Social, Economic, or 
Environmental Effects—Building a new 
bridge away from the present site would 
result in social, economic, or 
environmental impact of extraordinary 
magnitude. Such impacts as extensive 
severing of productive farmlands, 
displacement of a significant number of 
families or businesses, serious 
disruption of established travel patterns, 
and access and damage to wetlands may 
individually or cumulatively weigh 
heavily against relocation to a new site. 

c. Engineering and Economy—Where 
difficulty associated with the new 
location is less extreme than those 
encountered above, a new site would 

not be feasible and prudent where cost 
and engineering difficulties reach 
extraordinary magnitude. Factors 
supporting this conclusion include 
significantly increased roadway and 
structure costs, serious foundation 
problems, or extreme difficulty in 
reaching the new site with construction 
equipment. Additional design and 
safety factors to be considered include 
an ability to achieve minimum design 
standards or to meet requirements of 
various permitting agencies such as 
those involved with navigation, 
pollution, and the environment. 

d. Preservation of the Historic 
Bridge—It is not feasible and prudent to 
preserve the existing bridge, even if a 
new bridge were to be built at a new 
location. This could occur when the 
Historic Bridge is beyond rehabilitation 
for a transportation or an alternative 
use, when no responsible party can be 
located to maintain and preserve the 
bridge, or when a permitting authority 
requires removal or demolition of the 
Historic Bridge. 

3. Rehabilitation without affecting the 
historic integrity of the bridge. Studies 
of rehabilitation measures have been 
conducted, but, for one or more of the 
following reasons, this alternative is not 
feasible and prudent: 

a. The Historic Bridge is so 
structurally deficient that it cannot be 
rehabilitated to meet minimum 
acceptable load requirements without 
affecting the historic integrity of the 
bridge. 

b. The Historic Bridge is seriously 
deficient geometrically and cannot be 
widened to meet the minimum required 
capacity of the highway system on 
which it is located without affecting the 
historic integrity of the bridge. 
Flexibility in the application of the 
American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials geometric 
standards should be exercised as 
permitting in 23 CFR part 625 during 
the analysis of this alternative. 

Measures To Minimize Harm 
This programmatic section 4(f) 

evaluation and approval may be used 
only for projects where the FHWA 
Division Administrator, in accordance 
with this evaluation, ensures that the 
proposed action includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm. This has 
occurred when: 

1. For bridges that are to be 
rehabilitated, the historic integrity of the 
bridge is preserved, to the greatest 
extent possible, consistent with 
unavoidable transportation needs, 
safety, and load requirements;

2. FHWA ensures that, in accordance 
with the Canal Agreement, the Historic 
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American Engineering Record (HAER) 
standard records appropriate for 
documentation of the bridges are 
prepared for bridges that are removed, 
demolished, or are rehabilitated to the 
point that the historic integrity is 
affected. 

3. For bridges that are to be replaced, 
the existing bridge is made available for 
an alternative use, provided a 
responsible party agrees to maintain and 
preserve the bridge; and 

4. For bridges that are adversely 
affected, agreement among the 
NYSDOT, SHPO, and FHWA, is reached 
through the Canal Agreement, or 
through procedures individually 
implementing the NHPA, on measures 
to minimize harm and those measures 
are incorporated into the project. This 
programmatic section 4(f) evaluation 
does not apply to projects where such 
an agreement cannot be reached. 

Procedures 
This programmatic section 4(f) 

evaluation applies only when the 
FHWA Division Administrator: 

1. Determines that the project meets 
the applicability criteria set forth above; 

2. Determines that all of the 
alternatives set forth in the findings 
section have been fully evaluated; 

3. Determines by use of the findings 
in this document that there are no 
feasible and prudent alternatives to the 
use of the historic bridge; 

4. Determines that the project 
complies with the Measures to 
Minimize Harm section of this 
document; 

5. Assures that implementation of the 
measures to minimize harm is 
completed; 

6. Documents in the project file that 
the programmatic section 4(f) evaluation 
applies to the project on which it is to 
be used and; 

7. Insures that the provisions of the 
Canal Agreement are followed to protect 
the integrity of the Historic Bridge and 
Historic Canal System. 

Coordination 
The Programmatic Agreement 

concerning Historic Bridges over the 
Historic Canal System is being 

coordinated with the New York State 
Department of Transportation and the 
New York State Historic Preservation 
Officer. Pursuant to section 4(f), this 
programmatic agreement is being 
coordinated with the New York State 
Department of Transportation, the New 
York State Canal Corporation, and 
Departments of the Interior, Agriculture, 
and Housing and Urban Development. 

Before applying this programmatic 
evaluation to projects requiring an 
individual bridge permit, the District 
Administrator shall coordinate with the 
U.S. Coast Guard District Commander.

Issued on January 6, 2003. 
Vincent P. Barone, 
Assistant Division Administrator, New York 
Division, Federal Highway Administration.
[FR Doc. 03–571 Filed 1–10–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–22–M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration 

[Docket Nos. FMCSA–2000–7165, FMCSA–
2000–7363, and FMCSA–2000–8203] 

Qualification of Drivers; Exemption 
Applications; Vision

AGENCY: Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration (FMCSA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of renewal of exemption; 
request for comments. 

SUMMARY: This notice publishes the 
FMCSA’s decision to renew the 
exemptions from the vision requirement 
in the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Regulations for nine individuals.
DATES: This decision is effective January 
13, 2003. Comments from interested 
persons should be submitted by 
February 12, 2003.
ADDRESSES: You can mail or deliver 
comments to the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Dockets Management 
Facility, Room PL–401, 400 Seventh 
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20590–
0001. You can also submit comments at 
http://dms.dot.gov. Please include the 
docket numbers that appear in the 
heading of this document in your 

submission. You can examine and copy 
this document and all comments 
received at the same Internet address or 
at the Dockets Management Facility 
from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., e.t., Monday 
through Friday, except Federal holidays. 
If you want us to notify you that we 
received your comments, please include 
a self-addressed, stamped envelope or 
postcard. 

Anyone is able to search the 
electronic form of all comments 
received into any of our dockets by the 
name of the individual submitting the 
comment (or signing the comment, if 
submitted on behalf of an association, 
business, labor union, etc.). You may 
review the Department of 
Transportation’s complete Privacy Act 
Statement in the Federal Register 
published on April 11, 2000 (Volume 
65, Number 70; Pages 19477–78) or you 
may visit http://dms.dot.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
Sandra Zywokarte, Office of Bus and 
Truck Standards and Operations, (202) 
366–2987, FMCSA, Department of 
Transportation, 400 Seventh Street, 
SW., Washington, DC 20590. Office 
hours are from 7:45 a.m. to 4:15 p.m., 
e.t., Monday through Friday, except 
Federal holidays.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Exemption Decision 

Under 49 U.S.C. §§ 31315 and 
31136(e), the FMCSA may renew an 
exemption from the vision requirement 
in 49 CFR 391.41(b)(10), which applies 
to drivers of commercial motor vehicles 
in interstate commerce, for a 2-year 
period if it finds ‘‘such exemption 
would likely achieve a level of safety 
that is equivalent to, or greater than, the 
level that would be achieved absent 
such exemption.’’ The procedures for 
receiving an exemption (including 
renewals) are set out in 49 CFR Part 381. 
This notice addresses nine individuals 
who have requested renewal of their 
exemptions in a timely manner. The 
FMCSA has evaluated these nine 
petitions for renewal on their merits and 
decided to extend each exemption for a 
renewable 2-year period. They are:

Timothy J. Bryant .............................................. Thomas D. Laws .............................................. Clifford C. Priesmeyer. 
Robert J. Johnson ............................................. Leo L. McMurray .............................................. George S. Rayson. 
Charles R. Kuderer ............................................ Jimmy R. Millage .............................................. Gerald R. Rietmann. 

These exemptions are extended 
subject to the following conditions: (1) 
That each individual have a physical 
exam every year (a) by an 

ophthalmologist or optometrist who 
attests that the vision in the better eye 
continues to meet the standard in 49 
CFR 391.41(b)(10), and (b) by a medical 

examiner who attests that the individual 
is otherwise physically qualified under 
49 CFR 391.41; (2) that each individual 
provide a copy of the ophthalmologist’s 
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